
3-31

Chapter 3 — Comments and Responses - SDEIS

Tribes



3-33

C
hapter 3 —

 C
om

m
ents and Responses - SD

EIS

1434-001

1434-001 Comments noted.

1434-002 BPA will do its best to minimize impacts to these resources.

1434-003 As a federal agency, BPA is required to comply with the
Endangered Species Act, therefore, surveys would be
conducted for rare and endangered plant species if their
habitat could be found in the area.  No rare or endangered
plant surveys were conducted for the proposed project, since
the habitat where these species are found is not present.  The
only other plant surveys that were conducted as a part of the
proposed project was for undesirable plants, such as noxious
weeds.  BPA routinely conducts weed surveys before and after
construction.

1434-004 and -005  BPA has proposed extensive mitigation to protect
water resources and fisheries.

1434-006 BPA is working closely with representatives of the Snoqualmie
and Muckleshoot tribes, both of whom are federally-
recognized tribes.  With respect to site visitations, BPA would
be happy to take representatives of the Tulalip tribes to the
site, and would do so, with the landowners permission.

1434-002

1434-003

1434-004
1434-005

1434-006
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1487-006, -007, -008, and -009  BPA does recognize the cultural
importance of the CRMW to the tribe and provided for HRA to
interview Muckleshoot tribal elders in coordination with tribal
staff.  HRA’S cultural resource survey was thorough.  BPA
conducted many meetings with tribal members to understand
the Tribe’s concerns.  See Appendix W.  Meetings with the
Tribe continue.

We also understand that future development within the CRMW
is limited by the landowner, Seattle Public Utilities.
Furthermore, we understand that currently three power line
rights-of-way exist within the CRMW, two BPA rights-of-way
and one Seattle Public Utilities right-of-way.  The proposed
project would be located adjacent to one of the existing BPA
rights-of-way, thereby minimizing environmental impacts to the
maximum extent possible.

With respect to the assertion that we have not analyzed the
cumulative effects of the proposed project through the CRMW,
we disagree.  We have analyzed the cumulative effects of the
proposed action for each resource area in the DEIS and the
SDEIS.  We have designed the proposed transmission line to
avoid sensitive environmental resources where we could, span
them where we could not avoid them, and offer compensatory

1487-001

1487-001 Comment noted.

1487-002 The report, including the Appendix D, Unanticipated Discovery
Plan, is being revised in light of your comments.  BPA will
continue to consult with the Muckleshoot Tribe as required for
Section 106 compliance and will conduct additional assessment
of the access roads and staging areas.  Consultation will be
ongoing through the construction of this project, if BPA decides
to build Alternative 1.

1487-003 and 004  Comment noted.

1487-005 BPA will continue to work with SPU and the Muckleshoot Tribe
to develop a specific plan that meets the needs of all parties
interested in providing forage plants while protecting the safety
of the transmission line, should BPA decide to build
Alternative 1.

1487-002

1487-003

1487-004

1487-005
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1487-006

1487-007
1487-008
1487-009

1487-010
1487-011
1487-012
1487-013
1487-014
1487-015
1487-016
1487-017
1487-018
1487-019

mitigation to mitigate for impacts that could not be avoided.  We
believe we have met our trust responsiblities

With respect to causing disproportionate impacts to tribal interest, as
opposed to others, we also disagree.  BPA has been meeting with the
Muckleshoot Tribe on the proposed action for over three years.  During
this time, we have sought to find out if the proposed project would
impact any traditional cultural properties (TCPs), and interviews with
tribal elders were conducted.  The information revealed that no TCPs
would be affected.  And to avoid impacts to other cultural resources
such as plants or woody vegetation important to the Tribe that could
neither be moved or harvested in advance of construction, we proposed
to relocate the facilities (towers and access roads), as long as they would
not be relocated from uplands to wetlands, and would not affect any
angle points or the substation expansion area.  Following the 45-day
review period BPA gave the tribe to recommend relocating any of the
proposed facilities, none were received.

Additionally, BPA’s cultural resource contractor, with assistance form the
Muckleshoot and Snoqualmie tribes, undertook a cultural resource
survey of the proposed right-of-way, digging more than 1,170 holes
looking for cultural resources.  Only two potential resources were found,
one an artifact related to the logging industry (metal spike) and the
other, a trench, were discovered.  Neither were of any cultural
significance.

BPA wishes to continue to meet with the Muckleshoot Tribe in an
attempt to meet our Trust responsibilities; however, we disagree that
constructing the line along the proposed alignment would violate the
Executive Order on Environmental Justice.  BPA feels that it has
considered this Executive Order during the environmental review, and
feels that none of the alternatives analyzed would violate the intent of
the Executive Order.

1487-010, -011, and 0-12  As stated above, BPA has initiated consultation with the
Muckleshoot Tribe on this project, and we remain committed to
continue to meet and consult with the Tribe on matters that concern
them. BPA is developing a ROW management plan which is
environmentally sensitive, and will leave woody debris in streams to
benefit fish and other wildlife, to the extent practical.  It will also involve
use of native plant seeds.  However, the majority of the proposed ROW
occurs within the CRW, owned and managed  by SPU.  SPU adopted an
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1487-020 and -021  BPA is acquiring easement rights for access roads and the
transmission line right-of-way, and does not have the authority to
grant access to others.  Anyone wanting to access private property
must seek the permission of the underlying fee owner.

1487-022 and -023  HRA performed a thorough survey of the preferred route
and located a logging feature and a trench feature, neither of which
appears to be eligible for the National Register of Historic Places.
The contractor has conducted further work at the trench feature, at
the request of OAHP and the Muckleshoot Tribe.  They found
nothing significant.  HRA preformed background research and
viewed the routes of the other alternatives to provide a professional
opinion of their sensitivity for containing cultural resources.

1487-024 and -025  BPA will conduct a cultural resource assessment of proposed
access roads off the previously surveyed ROW and will also survey
the proposed staging areas if the areas have not been previously
disturbed.

1487-020

1487-021

1487-022

1487-023

1487-024

1487-025

1487-026

HCP for this watershed in April 2000, and any harvest of tress, and/or
placement of wood, in streams or on the land, would be undertaken with
the permission of the landowner.

1487-013, -014, -015, -016,  and -017  No new fish culverts would need to be
installed for the proposed project.  However,  BPA has agreed to correct
problems associated with three existing culverts on its Raver-Echo Lake
ROW, immediately adjacent to the proposed ROW.  Prior to doing so,
BPA would obtain the appropriate permits from the Army Corps of
Engineers and will ensure that they meet the current Washington
Department of Fish and Wildlife design criteria.

1487-018 and -019  Pursuant to tentative agreements reached with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife, through a biological consultation, and negotiations with the City
of Seattle, BPA has agreed to purchase several tracts of land, to
permanently protect those lands from development, and to allow them to
be managed as wildlife habitat and for conservation purposes.  See
response to Comment 340-002.
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1487-026

1487-027

1487-028

1487-029

1487-030

1487-026 and -027  It is possible to generalize about the relative probability of
the alternative routes for containing areas sensitive for the existence
of cultural resources.  It is true that the preferred route contains two
cultural resources.  HRA recommends both as being ineligible for the
National Register of Historic Places and has conducted further
investigation at one of the sites as requested by OAHP and the
Muckleshoot Tribe.

1487-028 and -029  Comment on springs and other environmental features
noted.  BPA is not required to conducted detailed cultural resource
surveys of all alternative routes.

1487-030 and -031  Comment noted.  Construction of the preferred alternative
would not adversely affect the CRPT.
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1487-030

1487-031

1487-032

1487-033

1487-034

1487-035

1487-036

1487-037

1487-038

1487-032 The cultural resources assessment concluded that construction of the
preferred alternative should not adversely affect the CRPT and that
there were no other traditional cultural resources that would be
affected.

1487-033 Comment noted.

1487-034 and -035  Construction of the preferred alternative is not expected to
result in adverse effects to the CRPT.

1487-036, -037, and -038  It is unclear from the comment precisely what
disproportionate impacts the writer is referring to. As stated above,
the proposed alignment does not actually touch any land currently
owned by the Muckleshoot Tribe.  BPA also believes whatever
Treaty rights the Tribe has now, before the proposed project would
be implemented, will remain intact.  As far as BPA can tell, the
highest percentage of population of Native Americans (including all
Native Americans, Eskimo and Aleut) that would be affected by any
of the five alternatives is 1.07 percent (Alternatives B and D) of the
affected population.  Overall, as far as we can tell from the census
data, the social and ethnic makeup of those persons most directly
affected by the preferred alternative, those in greatest proximity to
the project, are above-average income, non-minorities.  In fact, the
area has relatively few residences or businesses, and is more rural,
or forested in nature than urbanized.  The project is not located in
an area inhabited by the underprivileged or minority populations.
The project is not intended to benefit one segment of the
population, or specific community, as a regional electrical distributor
will benefit the general population of King County, the City of
Seattle, and western Canada.  As such, we believe the Tribe would
share in the benefit of the project, as would the general population
as a whole.

The cultural resources assessment stated that the proposed project
would not adversely affect three previously identified resources
located within the APE and proposed for listing in the National
Register: the Cedar River Pack Trail; the Chicago, Milwaukee, St.
Paul, and Pacific Railroad right-of-way; and the Cedar River Cultural
Landscape District.
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1487-038

1487-039

1487-040

1487-041

1487-042

1487-043
1487-044

1487-045

1487-039, 040, -041, and -042  BPA agrees that as a federal agency, we have a
general trust responsibility.  As we have indicated in our negotiations
with the Tribe, we want to continue to try to address concerns raised
by the tribe, and will do so as long as those concerns are consistent
with our other statutory duties and obligations.

The cultural resources assessment did not identify any cultural
resources and use areas that would be adversely affected by the
construction of the preferred alternative.

1487-043 and -044  See response to Comment Letter 405.

1487-045 Fawning and calving season for deer and elk occurs from March to
June.
If the decision is made to build Alternative 1, construction would
begin in August, after the fawning and calving season has ended.
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1487-046

1487-047

1487-048

1487-049

1487-050

1487-046 and -047  BPA will continue to work with SPU and the Muckleshoot Tribe to
develop a specific plan that meets the needs of all parties interested in
providing forage plants while protecting the safety of the transmission line,
should BPA decide to build Alternative 1.

1487-048 and -049  BPA is interested in reviewing MIT’s study.  BPA uses relevant
information in developing vegetation management plans for BPA’s ROWs.
The MIT’s suggestions for high quality deer and elk forage on BPA’s ROWs
are important input to the vegetation management process and will be
studied.  BPA will work with relevant parties to determine the best
vegetation management plans.

1487-050 See response to Comment 1485-009 and 1487-006.
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1487-051

1487-052

1487-053

1487-054

1487-055

1487-056

1487-057

1487-058

1487-051 BPA (Snohomish Region) over the last 2 or 3 years has taken an active
role in reducing the spread of noxious weeds, primarily Scotch broom.
When soil is disturbed during vegetation maintenance activities we
typically use grass seed on the disturbed areas.  This is a direct result of
a request to do so by the Muckleshoot Tribe.  The State and County
Weed Boards do not require the eradication of Scotch broom.  It may
not be feasible or cost effective to treat all areas if the surrounding
landowners do nothing.  Because of budget constraints, BPA needs to
choose the potential areas, in consultation with tribes and landowners,
where the desired results can be achieved.

1487-052 See response to Comment 1487-051.

1487-053 and -054  BPA has maps of fee-owned property and does take full
responsibility for the control of noxious weeds on fee-owned property.
However, as stated above under Comment 1487-051, if the
surrounding landowners are not treating or trying to control the
noxious weeds on their property, it may not be feasible or cost
effective for BPA to do so.  BPA would work with adjoining landowners
where possible to gain control over noxious weeds in the area.  BPA
would like to work with the Muckleshoot Tribe to identify those areas
that would result in the greatest benefit to treat.

1487-055 and -056  BPA is proposing to acquire land for compensatory mitigation
for these impacts.  See response to Comment 340-002.

1487-057 See revised Map 9.

1487-058 See response to Comment 1485-009 and 1487-006.




